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v Creating Neighborhood Identity in a Southern City R

DY S
Y abertoguema . T
i ‘Georgis State University g‘!ﬁ s

e Within the last several yoaro'oocial ociontioto hlvo'bocono

increasingly 1nvo1vod in urban rcooarch doalins with the process of
noishvbrhood naingenance and 1dcntif1cctiou (Ganst1979; Fiehman and

H111:1979; acle god‘Yanolh1k§Und). ‘Work has been done on ‘ symbolic

- communities Y974), and tp& relstionship of specific geographi=

1cal areas to ne » rhood identity. For the most part, this research
- has boon_oatgﬁc out 1o;qorthokh oi}loo wito littlo.oaphooio in the
Southeast. . _ _ .

In an carlior\papcr Fishman and Hill (1979) bogon to ¢ovolop a
‘ typology of urban neighborhoodt for AtlaLta._ A nodifiqd voroion of
this typology may be ucoful for undototnndiqg the conccpt of nnigh-
borhood in the 8South. . Tho first typo of neighborhood orgnnisation.
and the ong that has ptodon;nnccdgin all hiernrchia; levels ot noi;hj &
' borhood development in Aﬁlnngasio the racial coonuoity, boood on a
division of'tho city into Blnckfnnd-whito rooidontial areas, A nooond
type of organization is based on measures of social class defined |
within the racial framework. A third type: is occupational comaunities, -~
oouaily made. up ot'rurnl oouthom aigrmu,‘iho'mint&in lth'oir idont}ty
through oharod pattorno of behavior, common hcritaso. and socioe .

'

_ status,



_ _additiono to thowoou:ho;n noighborhood_typology and varrant more

The noxt two typoo of noighborhood id.ntity aro thu'ﬁOla rocont A

SN Ll

dibailod'diocqloion. The foortﬁ type is éﬁo-dovolopmnnt”of'oonw

munities based on coumon heritage or ethnicity. Tho fifth type
"y

is the dt}nlopmont of‘noighborhoodc as rooidontinl communitios

BEa N

=based on shared common goalo affectod by nociul. economlc and

A

~~Politica1 factorl.

- a neighborhood defineﬂ principalyy by ochnic identification," while

r

Historically, neighborhood formation in the South has not
: . \

paralloiod the neighborhood ptocoio in northeastern cities. Ethnic

identifi{cation has been relatively 1n-ign1ficint in the South, *

Hylan' (und.) has found that 'historically Memphis does not have

Fiahman and Hil1l (1979:2) have observed for Atlanta that "ethnic en-.
claves have for the most part been insignificant 1n,tho formation of.
neighborhoods-as a tasult:of the South's hiatorically peculiar pol- ' N
icies regarding race, ;eligion and social class." | H,‘
Recently, Atlap&; has egperionced great chango &8 a result of

\r‘

rural-urban migrationz, North-South migration, and 1ncreaaed {mmi-

gration into Atllnta by Hispanic3 and Asian® populationa. The South

4

was not onducive to the development of ethnic enclavea. Rather
than adapting fhrough ethnic noighborhoodo, foreign born . ethnics
adaptod to thg city through private networks (Hill 1975). Atlantana

view all e:hnics, regardless of national heritage, as boing foreign-

\
~

born, and ¢luster them together as non-Enéliah speakers (Fishman 1979). \

Furthermor ; those 1ndivi¢ualo are then categorig.d by race and soclal,
9

~class, 1s/£5pditiona1 level of oatogorization combined with the
f

, i ) —-—\

L
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f ‘.thhicgﬁcigptiyc n.aoﬁico‘through self help ahd-pcruonal noéﬁork;;
. had the effect of matntatning, the (raditichal woctal boundertes -
‘of the souéh. Thn-cxcoptioﬂ to the rule is the development of a
npccific ihtcrnationcl naighhorhood nade uo.of.honhorlco! many

- athnic groups and ptimnrily based on social class. _Thro.'ovotcll.

the status quo baucd on race and locial cllll il maintained, To= '

& PR J— — . — JR—

P day, thc neighborhood concept baskd on functions of inorccoing : .

1

)lovcls of lharod need and. intcraction umong residents of the ncigh- . A

borhood defined primarily on recidcntial and territorial unity. 3

.~

 has become of major aignificance.

'
This paper will deal with the creation of neighborhood idcnttty

y
based on the dnteraction of the aocial. political and oconomic fnc-

-

- ) , .
, tors within the framework of the traditional levels of neighborhood ”.

identity in the South, This is accomplish through the development T _ .
P RN

of a model that accounts ﬁor neighborhood change occurrins duripg

the process of urban rcvitalization in downtown Athﬂta.

L J

v

-, \\. ‘ A Model of Neighborhood Chaqg_ .

g

. By Viewing the ethnic 8ituction in Atl?nfl ve aee that the ;ij

pectations of native Atlantans dncludk a conscious effort CQward aéF_

\

similation 'on the part of the ethnic community based on race and
.. g

. ~ 'S c
class, Rather than the creation of ethnic neighborhoods, commu-

N ities develop in responne\\o shared common needs, thus functioning
- l‘."
more ag voluntary associations. "Individuals relate to spacific )
3
neighborhoods as a. rcsult of their ability to iddhtify with a par-

/

ticular set of symbols that exemplify the neighborhood. _ I believe
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thac it 1. the nnnipulation of these oyubola that changon a noigh-
m”horhood from one identity to’ nnothct._ Thus, for othnicl, ic 1s m“j.}i“‘f
:5‘ dovclopmnnt of an 1ntornntional ncighborhood bnaod on lini-'\:~
\ ¥ lar %roblum- and.needs. This same process may bo appliod to othdr ]
. \\\\,_ : components in the urban ;ﬂﬁirbnmint; i | T v oo

Within a situation-lpccific tcmporhl framqpork. noighborhoodo

develop in reaponae to a number of cxtornal politicnl and economic

/

S
factors, and internal uocial factors that serve to dovelop and fix

a ncighborhood 1dont1ty. We can view thia accordinp to the followinpg 7 ¢
model. A fixed neighborhood undernoing lttell disrupts the stable

1dentity. This in turn causea the fixed identity to enter a- tranoi- - ,

L]

K
tory stage with less of a shared neighborhood identity. This is
ofton accompanied by the loss of aymbola that have, 1n the past, been

_used to, define that area. Change in the mnkc~up of the neighbothood \

A

6c¢ura'£hrough'the inttoduction Qf new lymbola, which are 1n turn ”

- manipulated and modified, resultinﬂ in a new set of shared: symbols

/ «

and the creation of a new neighborhood idcntity. (Scc dingrum bQIOW))V

A NODEL OF NEIGHEORHOOD CHANCE
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Revitalisation and Neighborhood Change ™

Ethnographic and survey research in one intown Atlanta neigh-
v 4 %, l

borhood, Chelsea Pnrks. has led to tho_dovalopn.nt'&f-chc above

mbdc}. ‘Urban reneval has occurred in gartlin response to a’ city’

undergoing rapid nrbapisatioh with aj;tcndy increase in population

' nifibin;'linkageé'to the political and social fabric of the city.

l;?e.igfstlg_a rosult”?f iurql-urban anq:North-SQuth mig:aciqglﬂ

Between 1950 apd 1979 we see an ixpaniion.from 747.6266 to approx-
iﬁately 1,750,000, a 133Kincreaaéw The-idﬁltion of so many non- _‘

nhtive born Atlantans {is a?ing a profound affect on the urban

PN

‘hakeuﬁ of.thé;city..ehhanced by the continuing efforts by the city

and state toward the dévolopment'of an ihtetﬂaxional urban ‘cehter,

. o ' . | ‘ . -
One of the responses by the ciffy of Atlanta to the current

changes'ii the support of the urban renewal efforts and as a

cntalyst-to the development 6f strong.neighborheod units with.sié-
. \ |

s

Ptiof'té this‘last.decadé, the neighborhood had 1little hignificance. «
fo; planﬁiﬁg_gnd development, and virtgally no political cr econo-
mic autonomy. Today, the n;ighﬁorhood has taken‘on new meaning
with'éignificant pblicical, social and economic 1ﬁplicat16nq. The
BOND organization’(nasa Organization for Neighborhood Developmgh(I.'
was created in 1969 io a rasponse to the city'c'plgna_to closéfdown
an 1n—to§ﬂ‘gpblic school. This volhntary @saociaiion organized'fiye
in-town areas at a‘litge mngting td pfOtQIF‘thC city'o,actiqna.

.. v . ' . :
Aftar three yearw, BOND etartmd independent édl&\nborknnd organiza- v

tions in,these five in-town neighborhoods. - ‘; | .

. /



w
renewal effort vhich in turn was supported by the city govornﬁbnt

and thc commcncicl and economic‘}cadoro who had’ intorcltl in the
‘downtown prOpcrtic-. Fhrthormotc. a new city charter-cﬂactcd in

¢ 1973 rcqﬂired ihc City Bureau oi Plinning)to involve citizens in

ke d

f{mm_fi_:m“"mm_mmmmwaf_m_xq:syamm_i_“_mcm;_m_Mmm_m__ “mm__”mmm_;_,ﬂ_Tm__;__,_m_\!m_

. ‘This wae a trcmcndouu catalyst to‘thc bcginning’ of the urban

LI
e

7 , ‘city into geographical units called Neighborhood Planning Units
(NPUJ which grouped neighborhoods together for planning pufpoacs.
The NPU and neighborhood boundaries, set forth by the Burcau of

N Planning, were adopted by the Atlanta City Council in 1975 7
| Let us begin to look at how conomic, political and social
factors bepin to redefine the {nner gity area by deveioping‘and
crcating a neigﬁborhood identity. This will.be‘enplorcd by briefly
discussing these variablcp_within tne.context of one contcmpor;r?
| ufbcn neiphborhood, Chelsea Park.
( As a recnlt of researcﬁ into the ncighbothood process in At-

lanta this author contends :hat neighborhooda are created defined

a maintained thtough a process that feeds back into both the ex-
-

N '

\ ' . . N
factors are political variables such as the Neighborhood Planning-

Bureau, Neiphborhood Aasociations, and city povernment economic

their planning activities. The bureau was required to divide the

ernal and internal factors’ that affect urban renewal. The cxternal

factora include the Atlanta Board of Realtors, and ltronp commercial

interests deperident on the creation of a stable'intown neighborhood

identity. THRe intcrngl factors are based on the creation of a com-

-borhood that serve to redefine the area through the'manipulation of

munication system among residents and subcommunities within the neigh-

P



mercial enterprises in

_tionships batween those

_______ S g .

ncighborhood 1d.ntity. and th.-croation of a new set of oymboln
which served to define the pefghborhood. ' i
. . ' L N t

. Interviews with neighborhood residents, real estate personnel,
. A . - )

Nﬁﬁ planners,. and nemberl of'neighborhood organisntiona'and\gom?._

e area, allowed me ‘to .xplotd the rela-

sponsible for the Treation of the CHelsea

~ Park identity.

L3

Chelsea Park A Study ig Ukban chcwal

Chelsea Park is a neigh rhood undargoiny revitalization 1n
response to the utban renewal rocess. The-aron was incorporated as a
town in 1898 twenty ‘years after the appnarance of a post office,
and annexed to the city in 1909, ' The area dgveloped as a res;hen-
tial community, and was greatly enhanced by a grolley ervice that
ran up its main ;horoughfare. The park was donated by a prominent .
citizen 1n'i922‘and'since then has served as one of the areas focal

. points. The current neighbovhood name, was taken from'the'nume Qf:'
~ N4

' the park by the Bureau of Planning in the early 19703 and 1is cur-

‘rently used by the City of Atlanta, and appears on the Atlanta

: neighborhood£ map designed by the Bureau of Planning in response

to the new city chartcr. intefviews with long tern)reiidents indi-

cate that thoae boundaries do nof always correspond with ther. tra-.
ditional perception of the area, nor is the name necessarily the N
aame.‘ It wag the reqponsibility of the Bireau of Plannings to

develop boundnrieo which would:i;rve adpractital function. Today,

the name Chelsea Park has received wide recognition and ls used by
_ ' SR / : . -, \

>
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Real Eltlt. pcoplo. tho Chelsea Plrk Neighborhood Aouociation :

(which was ctartcd nround 1972) and 1l.th. official noighborhopd
. name dcsignated by the BOND organization

| Thc area undcrwhnt a long pcriod of urban decay :hroughout'

the 1950. and the 19600 charactcrisod by nctghh\rhood deterioru-

tion due to a number of economic and political variables, the

devnlopment of multiple housing units from single family homca,
R

a trend toward renter occupied units, and a reputation as a

neighborhood for.transients and members of the lower ‘socioecono~
. . ’ ) .

~mic éiaases. Furthermore, this previously predominantly White
neighborhood was later characterized as :aciqlly mixed. All these_
factors accourjted for a reputation as a leba thnn delifablé'area

" for midd¥e-class inhabitants, and did noﬁ conform to the tradi-

tional residence patterns of southerners. »

 The late 1960s saw -the beginning of .the urban renawal process in

4tlanta with the revitalization of homes in areas that had not

f\\

experienced the same lége{'of urban decay'as Chelsea Park. Thése
,

~ relatively stable neighﬁ&rhoods, located north and northwest of

Chelsea Park, characterized by larger and more expensive homes,

began to revitalize first. These mafubé perceived as the primary

areas of urban renewal. Considered by burchasérs to be relatively

\

~ stable, théae primary areas became p&ﬁular among young professional,
white collar, middle c¥g§s peoples who replaced older residents

sharing similar Vaihes.' At this e&fly stage of urban renaw@l, Thel-

sea Park'was not conaidefed a stable, residential area, and did not

attract this middle class group.

€Ly,
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Another group of ypunger more radical compunity mcnbcr-. per-

u8 _ b

ceiving thcu.olv'o as "urban_ pionncro » began to_ move ihto the -

Chelsea Park area looking; according to one 1nforunnt, p _ /
" to live in the inner city. (Our) image was it's .

real nice to be a aixcd economic and mixed racial
area, and to stabilise at thic levael.

Thc-c urban pioneers aspoused the desire to live in a lixod v

community and began to be pcrceivod by outsiders as radicals, ad-
;tnturoua folks and artistic types. ”Thcy began to actively reno-
vate their ﬁomns and property, some setting hp commercial enter-
priies 1n.thc'de1apidated storefronts on.the main thorougﬁflrﬁ.
| These included woodwork shops, used clothing stores, a food co~
operative and a tavern cooperativo. This in turn ittractod more
| . urban pioneers. \ o .

N v Ghus, ve have two distinct phasel of urban renewal. One, the
. *

primary phase, the replacemnnt of senior citizcn- by younger popu-
lations in relatively stable inner city areas, and, two, a secon-

dary phase, a more r&dical moVement into nop-stible inner city
. °  areas by individuals who did not necesgarily share thé value sys-
. | /
. tems of the primary urban renewval group.

_ . . _ S
v The primary urban renewal cffortg proved to be quite success-

ful. Due to the limited nutber of homes available in these areas,

“the homes'aﬁickly enhanced in value. These ‘individuals who could

have at one time atfordcd houses in the priﬁnry urban ronewal_arcag

were closed out due to changing economic circumstances and a 1iqk
of availability of the older homes. Thhs, the revitalization effort

)

began to shift toward other urban areas. N

/ 3 s

. . . _ : . a -
Q . ) . :l 1 : . L E
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Cholua Park* bocauu o!‘ 1.;1&11::. although mnor and .
//‘ o E E

lcnn pr-;tigiouo houoing. bcgan to-cttrlct ‘some of tholo buyoto . "\ ;
who are more adv.nturoul and willing to take a chnncc on‘; not

yet revitalized area. Roal_cltatc pcrqonpol quickly seized on

' the idea as economically advantageous and bagan td\acll the Chel- = -

]

sea Park aroa.‘bcotowihg the values nokmnlly alcociatcd vith the "

— e L ! e, Lt . I .__._.:.7"_.... et e+ e

_ﬁ-.f__'__...___._._ SRR - ey
‘ primary urban renewal areas on thia location. .According to one

real estate informnnt:

This area is improving. A lot ‘'of the poorer
. _ families see the value (of selling)., - Y

When'quebciqped on what do yau sell when yau sell Chelsea Park,

one real estate iﬂ?ormanc put it. thti way' <
R r . . ..
.o .We sell. dxeama When .yOu can see some of .
;‘theoe houses betore and after, its like going 1%5515-
\ into anothér worlde People have the yision. - 77 = o
People want something they .can make beautf!ul :
Al
’ On the changea in the kind of people moving n, ‘this same 1nfor- 1/:
mant replitd o o
. _ Well less of the urban pionear myatique, you . -
T " know (today.it 1s) buy an old house, fix it up |
and hope everybody else would do the same - Befare™ -
it was different. More of an urban pioneer mentality.
Five years agd people were taking chances, now they T f
\ don't. : Now it's a solid economic investmert. -
W, . V - l - ) X ‘
. e, Envisioning Chelsea Park as the patential non-conformingl
racially mixed haven for children of the 1960s eapouiing the \
» .. ' :

liberal values of that time petiod, today the utbaa pioneer feels
thac the area seems ‘to be changing, representing 1natead the valuea
of the pfimgry renewai area. Rentgl units are being bought out by

wr

‘ ~privgte owners and turned back into single family dwellinga. As a
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- to one informaft:

. . SR
- . . RO -

B moved iqto Chelsea Park. 4nd, now that Chelsea

11

L

‘EQE;dIEf"EKi | pulation dccrcanin;. ‘and the overall mekeup of

. . 1‘\‘

fVIllco of thc\qgw resi-

Chcllca Park 1- boginnins to roflcct the

dents. According to onc ncighborhood f}!ormnnt. the rcvita*}aa-

L]

tion cffort 18: - ) ,ﬁ
3 ' ' .
\:\\\; " turning out a primarily Abpalachian subcultire .
‘community who used to live there, vho originally .
y 1ived in I.P. (an early revitaliszed ncigh d),
. and-.when I.P. boarding houses closed: Qoun iy

are npving. Probgbly G.P. (another intown neigh-
borhood beginning/the urban renewal process) or

C other aroas, wherever the rentnl property is 1n
-thc city. .

Park has'been bro;ght up, I don't know where they

“Mhe oarl _ :jk'.;on of a racially and socially Hixed ncighﬁL
gL - o o
borhood, is a pattern somewhat alienito the traditional order of

. ths”South. Eirly urban piohoaru &cprgﬁenting a differcnt-value

system,wmrenot a significanc enough group to cOntrol and create
the neighborhood 1dant1ty they wantad. Other more powg\ful fac~-

tors, cupecially the ccononic onea, bcgan to take over. According
. N

, If you want to maintain the mixed racial area...there
‘needs to be an attraction of middle income-middle ‘
class Blacks on a peer level with the White remova-
tions coming in-and that's not occurring. Blacks
at the same level are moving into Black renovated
areéas of the city, so there's no mix..

The traditional racial segregation common to the South is thus.
naintained. |

In summary, so far vhat vﬁ_cce‘is the beginning of a revitali~

zation process started by a'grbup of individualc who chose an'draa

that axtnplificd u‘tﬂﬁborhood valuec not oftcn nvailable in the

South.. These 1nc1udc racial and social hctctngnncity sand a -1xnd

. .

—t
T
A
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L 1 "“"social class. At the same time /th;c these uffy—i)':léii?ii_ilﬁﬁf o - g

4

»

to move into the ana,';'thc city, undergoing rapid change andshc '
boundar:l.u; ﬁﬁul'bdgmnit:g to create a‘Qba‘uit‘ for a ota\iq neigh- B
‘ .bc?rhood identity. The tfiighborh'oo_fl,v a result of, changing ccono;- ) '

-~ mic coﬁditioﬁ)} a iv:ldnning houn'ing-urito't in} the innex dity, i b

‘‘‘‘ = » '“"—bqinrto—lttuct“rm“kiud“'uf"urm“rmmtur.—"mir'm;tm—" :
- . is »‘i‘z;i_ckly seized on by rial‘i‘oitau personnel who see the econo- _
/ : ic advantigcl of _t:hi area, }nd-:l.n turn \bog':ln to sell the image | .

to an expan‘ding market. T

. The New Neighborhood Image
The creation Bf a new image ¥dr a n'o:l.ghborhood is dependent

3

on the manipulation and creation of symbols that are acccptabl\ . C
to a more homogeneous population. The kind of person who now moves'

to Chelsea Park views himaeif as awital pzt: of t_hé current trend
toward urban renewal. -

» . B - ) o | J
Chelsea Park is beginning to take onghc ippcaranco of\a well

.gro'omaci,. -téritaliged urban neighborh’ood'. New reh}ideﬁta are seeking |

an ocbnomically stable neig-hbo'rho_od, and dclirc to see ti\.ir lower

| dlass neighbors reblaé@d b); more young people who share a similar
cccjnomic_statuc. More 'and more yodng pfofeu:l.onala are moving in, ok
and the _houuc\ have increased in value, auurihg that this trcnd c‘bn- ‘

tiﬁuu. One neiéhborhoo_d resident of -tv}o years discussed the nature

of the area saying: o




-, SO things I 1ike about it (Chelsea Park). It
T S -~ is trying hard/ to become White mniddle class .
Yo Mk LR PN o

s

g Thi- kind of acntimont 1. oftcn cxprolocd by thc new tcoidcnto.'

if. : - Another ,resident llY'*

I think its gqing\uf\mn and/impro 1
11*. th.t..- . ' v
.

I?IHL T S Every kind of person livoo here. Onc_ofnzﬁ;“"wm__m“_m“ff*mmu_

8]

’_.;/' “O,t'ngw residents are buyigg into the arfl b?clu'c they 4
like the new spirit associatad with the ares, and the roatoration
process going on in the intown ni[ghborhoodo. Most ff these recent
/ ncighborhood rooidnnts also rcfl’ct a more white eollar profeaoional

-t,Lua, Another significarnt and often mentioned reason ancociated

with moving to Chelsea Park is exemplified by one informant who had

'Epvod to this area less than six months ago.' .She said: i&
. x | .

,// Chelsea Park was 164;:1du11 stic, yet a community
spirit. There are lots of &xtists, bright young
professionals 1n the nidst of a great deal of.

\ L poverty.

She alao diacuoa.d the Bohamian quulity of Chdlnca Park ulthough.'
she was attractcd to Chelsca by its early urbt‘ pioneor mystique:

she thinks that the arga will lose ito economic mix, whicy she
S e o
then qualified by saying "On one level I won't like this.' .

The 61d9r more permanent residents of Chelsct'P!tk are be-~

ginning to recognisze and relate to the neighborhood éhange.. One
~ resident of 20'yiara'aq1dt . - '
| When we came to look at this houid, our first im- 4
pression wae privacy, trees. Today, it is a place
, of recreation for young people, a nice plncc to
© live,
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‘borhood Organilation that rptlactc the changing valuol of the

: £  S : ,1; - | .  ” - ~//, :

Many ot tho oldcr rclidantl Qrc ltiii concerned with the .

racial heterogeneity. Yet, for the most pnrt.rthc noighbothood~

“5f,f;¢.agiﬁg an image of s quiet, middle clads residential com-

P \

munity. tho valuo- currtntly espoused by the Chcluoa Park Neigh-

neighborhood residents.

Cohclunion

tions of the city. Some of these are based on traditional

~ The procesl of neighborhood change can be accountcd for by

‘the model expounded upon earlier. Political, ¢conomic and locial

factors act as catalysts for neighborhood change by halping deve-

lop a framework for the new symbols that are 'replacing the old

‘symbols of traditional intown neighborhoods. The creation of a

.

new neighborhood 1dcntity.which includes economic stability may
be the eventual outcome for the Chelcga Park area.

Communities are fprmed according to a numbor of varied sti-
mult~that serve to expound on the image most soUght'out by ex-
ponents of the more powefful political, economic and ;6c1n1 fac-
soutg;rn'ievels of integration including race and social class.

In part, the new image may be created by members outside ﬁhe resi-

dential communtéy; but’ are dependeht.én the acceptance of the image

» <% .
by old and new residents. FEven more than first acceptance, efforts\'

: . . \ " * ’
may be made to sell the image by controlling the economic, political

and social variables. :[13 is 1n'part accompligshed by creating
organizations that refle

munity will eventually identify.

t these basic values with which the com- )

\
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'Thin is- an expanded ‘version of a ‘paper presented at thhé

e+ e e e ——— s —_—— ¥ ————

Notgg

Meating of the Anerican Anthropologfcal Assotiation . 27-
Dec 1 in Cincinnati: Special thanks to Robert Blakely and’
Ina Jare Wundram for their helpful criticisms of earlier
drafts of this paper, and Gail T. Saith and Mike Giglio: !,pt
their fieldwork assistance, Also, I'd un to acknovlpdga
Jun Reed for typing tho unu.crip‘t. _
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For.a discuuion of rural-urban nigruion to Atlmu ‘see
Hefner, James A., "push=Pull Determinants of Southern o
Black and White Migrants to a Souchnm Ukbq Labor Market".
In Prloot Phylon. . *

The major Hispanic 8roupl in Atlanta 1ncludc Chban aﬁd
Moxi;nn’iooplee. although all other groups are aloo roprc—
sented, .

The major Asian popuiationl are Japinooc; Thais and Chincoc.
with some Vietnamese,

Chel . Rark i- a paeudonym for a neighborhood in Northnaot
Atlanta ' undergoing uE::n renewal, .

From "1977‘P0pulation and housing", prcparcd by Atllntn .
Regional Commission 1977:8. - :

»

This infordetion comes from a City Buraau o! Plannins draft
for a NPU Summary. . “

This term is used by Chelsea Park teaidents vhen re!erring to
early urban Yenovators. |
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